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ISSUES 



1} Claims 19-23, 28 and 31 have been rejected under 35 USC 112, second pajragmpli 
for lacking antecedent basis for "said linking moieties." 

2) aaima 2-7, 18-21, 23-25, 28 and 3 J have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
anticipated by Dcsm d al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,578,442). 

3) Claims 1, 4, 8, 10-16, 24 and 26 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) OS 
anticipated by Francis ct al. (WO 95/06058). 

4) Claims 1,4, 8. 14-16, 24 and 26 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(a) as 
anticipated by Jeang et al. 

5) Claims 1-26, 28 and 3 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over the combination of Desai et al. in view of Francis et al. 
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AMENDMENT 
StfiilNmricn 09/323Jtf 
riling &Hc: Juncl, 1999 

Tide: ANTIGENIC MODlflATflQM OF CELLS 



Pogc Uof29 
Docket No.: 359-0M;$l 



GROUPING OF CLAIMS 



The following grouping of claims is made in compliance with the requirements of 
37 C.RR. 1.191 forthttr.oTitenti)f sm Appeal Brief. The following grouping of daiins is 
made to expedite this Appeal and narrow issues, and is not intended to waive or limit the 
right of the Applicant* to enforce and defend claims separately, even though they arc 
grouped for convenience in this Appeal, 

With Respect to the Issues Under 35 U.S.C. 112 

bach claim stands by itself, each individual claim rejected (or the claim from 
which it depends) having been amended to remove the error. 

With Respect to Issues of Anticipation Under 35 USC 102fM bv Dcsai ct al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 5.578,442) 

Claims 2-7 and 24 shall stand or ail with the patentability of claim 2. 

Claims 18, 28 and 3 1 shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 18, this 
claim specifically reciting a linking group not specifically recited in earlier claims. 

Claims \ l J-2i and 25 shall stand or fall together with the patentability of claim 19, 
based upon the recitation of the attachment of the covalent hond* directly to the antigenic 
determinants. 

With Respect to Issues Rejectiny Claims 1, 4, 8, 10-16. 24 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. 1020)1 
^Anticipated by Francis et al. (WO 95/06058) 

Claims 1, 8, 15, 24 and 26 shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 1 . 

Claim 4 shall stand or fall by itself, this claim reciting the absence of toxic bye 
products, a limitation not present in other claims. 

Claim 10 and 16 shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 10, reciting a 
specific blocking group. ' 
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Said Numbw. 0S/W3,7« Dn<act No " 

FilinR Date: June 1, 1999 

Title: ANTIGENIC MODULATION OF CELLS . 



Claim 1 1 shall stand or fell by itselfc reciting a specific Mocking group. 
Claim 12 shall stand or fell by itself, reciting a specific blocking group. 
Claim 13 shall stand or foil by itself reciting a specific position of attachment 
with regard In the cell. 

Claim 14 shall stand or fall by itself reciting a specific linking group. 



With Respeci to Issues Rejecting Claims 1. 4. R. 14- 16. 24 and 26 Under 35 U.S.C. 
102ftri As Anticipated bv Jeonfi et a!,. 

Claims 1, 24 mil 26 shall slaiid or fall with the patentability of claim h 

Claim 4 shall stand or fall by itself, this claim reciting the absence uf loxic by- 
products, a limitation not present in other claims. 

Claim 16 shall si And or fall by itself, reciting a specific blocking group. 

Claims M-15 shall stand or &U with claim 14, reciting a specific linking group. 

With Respect to Issues Rejecting Claims 1-26. 28 and 31 Under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
obvious over the combination of Dcsai et ol. i n view of Franci s et al. 

Claims 1, 3, 8, 15, 17, 24, 2*5 and 26 shall .stand oi fall with the patentability of 
claim 1. 

Claims 2 and 9 .shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 2, reciting a 
specific degree and test for stability. 

Claim 4 shall stand or fall by itself, this claim reciting the absence of toxic bye 
products, a limitation not present in other claims. 

Claims 5, 6 and 7 shall stand or fell with the patentability of claim 5, this claim 
differing fium claim 1 in reciting a nuclear cell. 

Claim 10 and 16 Shall Stand or fell with the patentability of claim 10, reciting a 
specific blocking group. 

Claim 1 1 slw.ll stand or fell by itself, reciting a specific blocking group. 

Claim 12 shall stand or fell by itself, reciting a specific blocking group. 
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Claim 13 and 19-23 shall stand or fill with «hc patentability of claim 13, reciting a 
specific position of attachment with regard to the cell. 

Claim 14 shall stand or fall by itsdf, reciting a specific linking group. 

Claim 1 R shall stand or fell by itself, reciting a specific pontic* oi attochment to 
the cell surface. 
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AMENDMENT 
Serial Number. 0SW23.765 
fifing D«c: Jui* 1, 1W 

Title: ANTIQENrC MODULATION QF CELLS 

RESPONSE TO THE REJECTIONS 

Claims 14. 1 9-23. 28 and 3 1 have been re jected under 35 U.S.C. 112. s^nnd narapraph 
because uf the ambiguity presented bv the terms "amidcm- " and "nuclear" in the claims. 
Claims 15, 17-23, 2ft and 31 were to have been amended to remove this ambiguity in the 
Amendment filed under 37 CFR 1.116. Those claims where an amendment was needed 
(e.g., claims 17, 18 and 31). The issue of this rejection is now moot. 

The rejection is actually in error on a number uf claims. For example, Claim 2 
recites a nuclear cell, (See line 1 and subparagraph a). Claim 21 depends from claim 2 
and recites a nucleated cell. Claim 28 depends from claim 21 and recite* * nucleated cell 
Similarly, claims 20-23 recite nucleated cells, which is consistent with claim 2. The 
rejection is at most applicable to claims 17, 18and31. There is no incompatibility 
between the language uf ihe other claims as asserted by the rejection. 

Cloima 2-7, 18-21. 23-25. 2ft and 31 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. lin t a) as 
anticipated bvUcsai ct aL (U.S. Patent No. .^.778,449.) 

The Claims (represented by Claim 2, which is also highlighted for emphasis, 
below) specifically recite thai the composition includes: 

7 A non-aggregating, non-immunogenic nuclear cellular cnmpusiiiun in which at 
least 25% by number uf nuclear cells in said composition remain viable for <M huure 
consisting of: 
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a mammalian nuclear cell having a cell surface and antigenic 
determinants on said surface; and 

sufficient amount of hydrophilic, biocompatible, non-immimngaiiuiLy 
providing compound or polymer covalently at tached tii wahi surface 
so that recognition of said antigenic determinant on said surface is 
blocked by said covalently bonded hydruphiliu, biocompatible, non- 
immunogenicity providing compound or polymer, (fimphasis added). 



These recitations arc absolute and clear limitations on every claim remaining in 
the application. That specific limitation must he laught by Dcsai et al. for this rejection to 
be tenable. Desai et al do not teach covalent bonding of a non-immunograic compound 



There is no specific disclosure that has been cited in the Office Action which 
asserts that the linker molecule is covalently bonded to the vims particle. The disclosure 
of Deeai et al. clearly shows both the limitation of "covalent bonding'* and bonding to a 
"virus particle" limitation to be absent from the invention contemplated by Desai et al. 

Absence of Covalent Bonding 

On column 5, line 38 through column 6, line 60, Desai et al. clearly describe a 
method and composition which "associat^x* a pulyuationic species with the negatively 
charged cell surface (eg.* column 5, lines 55-60). The language and disclosure m this 
section clearly denotes and describes an ionic association of the polycationic composition 
which renders the cells non-immnnogenic, Desai et al. repeatedly use language and 
description consistent with only ionic associations and inconsistent with covalent 
bonding. Even the reaction mechanisms for removal of the polycation binding to the 
cells and tissue is clearly incapable of relating to covalent bonding. Note specifically 
column 5, lines 55-67. The anions used to remove the polycationic materials from the 
cell surfaces must have high ionic strength. To remove a material from the t^ll sm face 



on a virus particle surfri*:. 
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that had been covalently bonded, specific types of chemical activity would have to be 
described. 

The same section also refers to the necessary concentration of anionic species to 
reverse poJycation binding to cells or tissue (column 5, lines 61-67). This language is 
sjiecifically consistent with ihc exisLemx nrit>nie rrinding hth! is mcainNistenr. with 
covalent bonding. The fact that there is never any disclosure of specific reactive groups 
and reactions between the linker molecule and the cell surface is a further indication of 
the absence of any leaching or disclosure of covalent bonding to the cell surface by the 
linker molecule. In the absence of any indication of the necessary groups and reaction 
conditions fox covalent bonding, and the consistent reference to ionic associations and 
ionic methods of release, it is absolutely clear that Desai et al. do not teach covalent 
bonding of the linker molecule to the cell surface. 

Desai el al. cannot sustain a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) against the Claims. 
The reference does not teach covalent bonding of the linker molecule to the vims particle 
surface or even to a cell surface Although the Office Action icpeals ils assertion of the 
inherent formation of covalent bonds with the surfaces of cells or tissues, these assertion 
do not survive any serious scientific evaluation of the underlying technology. 

Tie evidence lu ibe contrary is that if the listed acids were capable of inherently 
forming covalent bonds with cells and tissues (in the absence of enzymes or catalysts for 
that specific reaction), life as we know it would cease on the Earth. If these and (lie other 
available alpha-amino acids could covalently bond to cells and tissues without enzymatic 
activity (which ia not present in the in vitro environment of Desai), the cells and tissues 
within the body would bond together. Tliis would mean that blood cells would bond to 
vascular watls (e.g., cause clots and strokes), would crosslink tissue (e.g., the hmgs), and 
cause other undesirable activities within the human body. These acids an? present in 
firKuhj supplements and by-products of digestion and would covalently bond to the 
surfece of the stomach, intestines, and other organs. 
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rub. ANTiOEKIC MODULATION OF CELLS , 

The Examiner has referred to portions of die Desai er al. specification where "free 
radical polymerization" is referred to, and these discussions have been asserted to reflect 
covalcnt bonding to the cell. The referred to section referred to free radical 
polymerization of components in the composition to each other, and there is no free 
radical polymerization to a cell, which would kill the cell. This would clearly fail to 
effect the successful recitation in claim 2 of the level of viability of the cell. This 
inability of strongly reactive materials to allow viability to continue in oelte is supported 
by the showing on pages 27-32 of the specification, wheieiii the mildei covalcnt bonding 
effected by the method of the invention enhanced cell survivability over the more intense 
^ bonding of IToncis. Dcsai docs not show covalcnt bonding to the cell and if the 
language of the disclosure is misinterpreted to reflect free radical polymerization to the 
cell, that cell, like the cells of Francis (as shown on pages 27-32 of the specification) 
would not have a high degree of viability as ranted in claim 2. Nolt; (he cited stations of 
the specification that the examiner refers to: 



'^Optionally, the Dolvcationic species employed in the practice of the 
pieseut iuvcntiuu cau be further modified with one or more functional 
groups capable of undergoing free radical polymerization. Suitable 
functional groups for this piu jn:>*e include unsaturated species capable of 
free radical polymerization, such as, for example, acrylate groups, vinyl 
groups, mcthacrylatc groups, and the like. When cells or tissues arc treated 
with such modified polycationlc species, the graft copolymer can be 
further subjected to free radical polymerization conditions, thereby 
stabilizing the association of graft copolymer with tire cell surface. In 
addition, the further crosslinfcing of the graft copolymer forms a highly 
stabilized, immunoprotcctivc coating of water-soluble polymer about die 
healed vcU or tissue. 
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The stabilization referred to iu this paragraph is not free radical polymerization to 
the surface, but rather increasing the molecular weight of the species. The paiagraph 
dcady state* mat the graft copolymer is crosslinked, not that there is any reaction to the 
cell surface by free radical polymerization. Any aiiempl to interpret the statement in the 
manner inherently asserted by the rejection is to extend the teachings of the reference to 
technology neither taught, i implied or inherent. There simply is no showing of oovalent 
bonding to the surface Of the cell. The constant and repealed removability of the 
"polycationic species" clearly establishes that there is no covalent bonding. The rejection 
is clearly in error and must be withdrawn. 

In 3ummary s with regard to all claims (which recite covalent bonding), there 
appears tn be clear evidence that the listed polyamino acids do not spontaneously, within 
the environment presented by Desai, form covalent bonds with rails ami tissues. 

Claims 2-7 and 24 s hall stand or fall with the patentability of claim_2 . As noted 
above, all of the claims fail lu even show covalent bonding. There has been no showing 
either of the survivability recited in claim 2, That rate cannot be assumed, especially in 
view i>r die comparative showing in the specification (eg., pages 27-32) evidencing the 
uniqueness and unobviousness of those results. 

Claims 1 8. 28 and 31 shall stand or foil with the patent ability of claim 18, this 
claim specifically reciting a linlcinp prnun not specifically recited in, earlier claims. Dcs&i 
et aU do not show a linking unit derived from a cyanurfc chloride reaction product. This 
rejection is therefore farther not anticipated by the Dcsai ct al teachings. 

Claims 19*23 and 25 shall stand or fall together with die patentability of claim 1 9. 
based upon the recitation of the atta chment of the covalent bond directly to the antigenic 
ilcicTmmanix. Even given an erroneous conclusion that Dcsai ct al. teach covalent 
bonding to the surface of the cell (which it DOES NOT), there is no teaching that Desai 
et al. show bonding directly to the determinants. 'ITicse claims are therefore additionally 
novel over Ihe reference, 



0«kciNo,:2S9X06USl 



PAGE 21129 ' RCVDAT 9/212004 2:51:12 PM [Eastern Daylight Time]* SVRUSPTO-EFXM * DNES:8729306 * CSID:952 832 9191 * DURATION (mm-ss):06-32 



SEP-02-2004 14:38 



MPRKL I TMftNASSOC 



952 832 9191 



P. 22 



AMENDMENT 

Serial Numb*. 09/323,765 



ft£c22of29 





4,5, 1 0-16, 4 and 26 have been refected mu ter 35 U.S.C 102rtri as 



anticipated bv Fra*™ at ri. fWQ 9S/06058\ 

Claims 1-1 i are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Desai 
et al. in view of Francis ct al. (WO 95/06058). This rejection is alsu icspectfiJly 
traversed Although Francis Joes apparently incidentally show the covalent bonding of a 
irioiety (including FE(j< the erythrocytes of Example 7) to the vuifece of a red blood cell 
the bonding is done for die purpose of differentiating cells (so that they may be separated 
by ionic or electrostatic or other physical process), and only mammalian cells, as opposed 
to vims particles are bonded with the <Ulfcreniiating compound 

This rejection therefore fails because the combination of references fails to 
provide any motivation for the covalent bonding of compounds to ihe surface of nuclear 
or anuclear cells with the provision of an a nti-immunogenic effect Even with the 
teaching of Francis that compounds can be covalerilly bonded to mammalian cells 
(irxlmling red blood cells in Example 7), the specification specifically replicated the 
process of Francis ei al., compared loose cells to cells produced according to the present 
invention, and dearly established that the process of Francis et al. (which was not 
intended to provide an anti-immunogenic efiect) did not produce an anti-immunogenic 
effect, in this regard, please note Example IX, and especially the conclusion on Tagc 30, 
lines 15-29, especially where it is stated in lines 25-29 that: 



All of the claims, in various language, eifectively recited "A non-aggregating, 
non-immunogenic cellular comp*isiiiiin..." Francis ctal, has been shown to provide a 



"As shown, CmPEG readily modifies the RRC [red blood ccllj surface 
and confers iromunocamoflAge* In contrast, the TmPEG method as 
taught by Francis fails lo significantly modify RBC and docs not yield 
any protection from immune recognition (Figure 1). (emfthasis added) 
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oell composition that is NOT nnivimmunogcnic. Francis et al. Has thereJine be™ shown 
to feil to anticipate the present invention. As direct, detailed, and uncontraverted 
evidence has been ptovided that show that Francis et d. feils to anticipate this critical 
language of the claims! the rejection is d«arly in error and must be withdrawn. 

There is no motivation to perform a non-imnunuziug activity on nuclear or 
anuclear cells and clear evidence that the process of Francis et al. cannot provide that 
activity. Without such ability or motivation, fart is no underlying basis for the assertion 
of obviousness. 

The point of this argument ix dial Francis, even if covalent attachment is shown, 
ilcsu oys or greatly reduces the viability of the cells, contrary to the teachings of the 
present invention. This result is consistent With the purpose of Francis, which dues not 
seek to create viable cells with immunogenic properties, but merely intends to provide a 
method or separating cells by bonding weighted polymers to them to make them more 
easily separable. This gross male* ial addition to cells to make them more distinguishable 
is not material or functionally related to the purpose of creating viable immunogenic 
cells. Having no intent al cell survival, Francis uses techniques that reduce cell viability 
to a degree {shown by comparison in the specification examples on page 27-32) that are 
outside Hie limits of all claims. The term viable, alone, is sufficient to show lack of 
anticipation between the teachings of Francis and the claimed invention, 

Claims 1 . 1 5. 24 and 26 shall stand or fe ll with the uatmtahitity of claim 1- 
The novelty of ihese claims has been firmJy established above. 

Claim » shall stand or fall bv itself. tfr « ulirim uniting the absence of toxicbye. 
producls. a limitation not present in ot her claims . The novelty of ihis claim has been 
established above. Additionally, ihe examples and accompanying descriptions on pages 
27-32 show that Francis produces waste bye-products that damage die cells. The 
reference therefuit: clearly fails to anticipate the invention as claimed. 
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fJaims 5. and 7 shall sta nH orfall with the paten tability of claim 5. this claim 
A*f*t in ? faim claim 1 in rcdli^ » mictog coll. The arguments for establishing *r 
.wwehy of these claims is otherwise identical to those presented with respect to claim 1 
above. 

Claim 10 and 16 shall stand or fall with the patentability of cl aim 10, reciri n ft a 
c ppriflrhlimkmp group. Francis does not show a linking unit derived from a cyanuric 
chloride reaction product. This rejection is therefore ftirther not anticipated by the 
Francis teachings, 

Claim 11 shall stand or fall bv itself , reciting a specific blocking group. This 
specific blocking group has not been asserted m be shown by Francis and is therefore 
novel. 

pirn 13 shall stand »r fall hv itself, reciting a spec ific blocking g roup, This 
specific blocking group has not been asserted to be shown by Francis and is therefore 
novel. 

CAtu m I 3 shall stand or fall hy itse1£ rai ling a snecifie position of attachment 
wilh regard to the celL Francis has not been found nor asserted uj shu w mvalent bonding 
directly to the determinants on the cell sorfecc. The rejection must additionally fail for 
that reason. 

Claim 14 shall stand nr fall hv itself rocitin e a specific linking group, Francis 
docs not show a linking unit derived from a cy<«iiiric diloridc reaction product. This 
rejection is flieiefore further not anticipated by the Francis teachings. 



3- Claims 1. 4-5. 14-16. 24 mi d 1 fi htm been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102fa).as 
anticipated by fanny el ah 

Applicants have repeatedly provided an official correspondence from Marcel Dttter 
clearly identifying the publication date of the Jeong ct aL article. The evidence clearly 
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shows that the actual publication date of the reference is after the priority date of this 
application. The rejection therefore fails to meet the statutory requirements as a reference 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(a). The present application has been provided with a priority date 
under 35 U.S.C. 120 of June 27, 1996 (from U.S. Patent No. 5,908,624), the Examiner 
has acknowledged subject matter priority through the obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection, and the priority date is even before the publication date of Jeong et al, and not 
merely within on year of the publication date. This rejection is in error as a matter of 
law. 



4. Claims 1-16, 28 and 31 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 103to as obvious over the 
combination of Desai et aL in view of Francis et al. 

This rejection is clearly in error, at least for the following reason. Desai et al. has 
been clearly established as failing to show covalent bonding of PEG to cell surfaces. The 
Francis et al. reference, showing a specific format for providing covalent bonding of PEG 
to a cell surface for a purpose other than providing non-immunogenicity, fails to provide 
non-immunogenicity by his sole described method. That fact has been established by 
direct comparison of the Francis et al. method and a method according to the practice of 
the invention. Therefore, even if the methods of Desai et al, and Francis et aL were 
combined, they would not be expected to provide the properties recited in the claims. 
There is no predictability, motivation or assurance that any combined product or process 
of Desai in view of Francis could produce a viable cell without consideration of the 
teachings of the present Application, 

The rejection is therefore clearly in error. Not only was the covalent bonding 
shown by Francis et al. not intended to provide non-immunogenicity, the actual effect of 
the process failed to provide non-immunogenicity. The combination therefore fails to 
show that the invention as a whole, including the resulting properties, are obvious. The 
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rejection therefore fails to meet minimum statutory requirements to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. The rejection is in error and must be withdrawn. 

Additionally, die purpose for the covalent bonding of compounds to mammalian 
cell shown by Francis is for a fundamentally different purpose than that shown by Desai. 
Desai requires the preparation of reversible, non-adhesive cells, while Francis is teaching 
the preparation of adducts of a polymer and a targeted material, which are shown to be 
differentiable (e.g., in solvents so that they separate). Although Desai does teach that bis 
reversible attachment (ionic attachment) of can reduce aggregation, Francis appears to 
indicate that aggregation still occurs with both his inventive composition and with control 
compositions (Examples 3 and 4). There is no nexus between the two references that 
would allow their combination, even if they are proposed to be combined. In addition, 
with this fundamental difference in the objective of the two references, they would not be 
combined to motivate one skilled in the art to modify the surface of a viral particle, a 
process not taught in either reference. 

Claims L 3. 8. 15, 17. 24, 25 and 26 shall stand or fall with the patentability of 
claim 1. The arguments directly above reflect the basic position on this set of claims. 
Those arguments arc also applicable to all other claims in the Application, even where 
additional novel and unobvious features are shown. 

Claims 2 and 9 shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 2. reciting a 
specific degree and test for stability . Extensive comparisons were provided in the 
specification on pages 27-32 which have not been given their technical respect. That 
evidence is compelling on the feet that the recited covalent bonding and the specific 
degree of viability (which is recited in these claims) has not been shown to be taught, 
obvious, enabled or otherwise available from the teachings of these references. These 
properties are clearly not inherent as the reprise of the Francis process shows a 
significantly lower viability rate. There is no legal basis for the continued assertion of 
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unobviousness except by ignoring the data and examples or by applying unwarranted 
pejorative attacks on the examples. 

Claim 4 shall stand or fall bv itself, this claim reciting the absence of to xic bye-products. 
a limitation not present in other claims , The novelty of this claim has been established 
above. Additionally, the examples and accompanying descriptions on pages 27-32 show 
that Francis produces waste bye-products that damage the cells. The reference therefore 
clearly fails to anticipate the invention as claimed. 

Claims 5. 6 and 7 shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 5. this claim 
differin g from claim 1 in recitinp a nuclear cell. Patentability arguments are otherwise 
the same as those provided above for Claim 1 . 

Claim 10 and 16 shall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 10. reciting a 
specific blocking group . Neither Francis nor Desai et al. show a linking unit derived from 
a cyanuric chloride reaction product This rejection is therefore further not anticipated by 
the Francis teachings. 

Claim 1 1 shall stand or fall bv itself, reciting a specific blocking group. Neither 
Desai et al. nor Francis show this specific blocking group. It has not been asserted to be 
shown by Francis or Desai and is therefore novel and unobvious. 

Claim 12 s^H fttanH at fall bv itself, reciting a specific blocking group . Neither 
Desai et al. nor Francis show this specific blocking group. It has not been asserted to be 
shown by Francis or Desai and is therefore novel and unobvious. 

Claim 13 and 19-23, s hall stand or fall with the patentability of claim 13, reciting a 
specific position of attachment with regard to the cell . Neither Desai et al. nor Francis 
has been asserted to specifically show attachment at the determinant sites. In the absence 
of such a teaching in either reference, the rejection must fail. 
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Claim 14 shall stand or fall bv itselt reciting a specific linking group . Neither 
Desai et al or Francis shows a linking unit derived from a cyanuric chloride reaction 
product. This rejection is therefore further not anticipated by the Francis teachings. 

Claim 18 shall stand or fall bv itself! reciting a specific position of attachment to 
the cell surface . Neither Desai et al, or Francis shows a linking unit derived from a 
cyanuric chloride reaction product. This rejection is therefore further not anticipated by 
the Francis teachings. 

This rejection is in error and must be withdrawn. 
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qpNCLUSlON 

All rejections of record have been shown in detail to be in error. The rejection 
should be reversed and all claims should be indicated as allowable. 

The Examiner is invited to telephone the below-signed attorney at 952-832-9090 
to discuss any questions that may remain with respect to the present application. 

Respectfully submitted, 
MarkD. Scott etal. 

By their Representatives, 
MARK A. LITMAN & ASSOCIATES, PA. 
York Business Center, Suite 205 
3209 West 76 th Street 
Edina, MN 55435 
(952)832.9^90 

DateT^^^ By 

Mark A. ETitman 

Reg. No. 26,390 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being faxed to the US Patent and Trademark 
Office at 703.872.9306, the number identified on Page 6 of the Office Action, on 2 
September 2004. . 




Name: Mark A. Litman Signature 7 
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